






































r e l uc tan t  t o  change a successful product or  because they do not  want t o  
expend resources on research and development. 

6. Comment: It i s  not  a reasonable assumption t ha t  a l l  o f  the  cost  t o  
the consumer from the regu la t ion w i l l  be passed on by the aerosol form. 
(CSMA) 

u v  Re-: ARB cost analysis d i d  not assume tha t  a l l  o f  the 
cost t o  the  consumer w i l l  be passed on by the aerosol form. Due t o  the 
complexity o f  the consumer product market, the ARB estimated the cost  
increase t o  the consumer by using the cost increase o f  aerosols as an 
ind icator .  Estimates were developed using the annual cost  o f  reformulat ion,  
the  t o t a l  number o f  aerosol product formulat ions t h a t  w i l l  need t o  be 
reformulated t o  comply w i t h  the regu la t ion and the  t o t a l  number o f  aerosol 
u n i t s  so ld  annually. The methodology o f  these estimates i s  set  f o r t h  on 
page E-4 o f  the TSD. 

7. :omment: There i s  no evidence given i n  the S t a f f  Report t o  
substant iate t h a t  small businesses would not  be adversely affected. (CSMA) 

e v  Re-: On pages 39 t o  40 o f  the s t a f f  repor t ,  staff  
sumnar ized our conclusion t h a t  small businesses would not  be adversely 
.affected by the  regulat ion.  The conclusion was based on ARB s t a f f  analysis 

' which demonstrated t h a t  the re tu rn  on owner's .equity would decrease by less 
than 10 percent due t o  costs r e s u l t i n g  from the regulat ion.  

8. Comnent: The S t a f f  Report and Not ice i nco r rec t l y  s t a te  t h a t  " the 
Board's Executive O f f i ce r  has determined t h a t  the proposed regu la t ion  wi  11 
not  create costs o r  savings". There wi 11 i n  f a c t  be h igh costs as a r e s u l t  
o f  t h i s  regulat ion.  (MAD) 

Aaencv Res~onse: The no t i ce  o f  proposed adoption stated: ". . .the 
proposed regu la t ion  w i l l  not  create costs o r  savings, as defined i n  
Government Code Section 11346.5(a) (6). . .". This statement i s  correct .  
While costs wi  11 be incurred by the ARB dur ing the adoption and 
implementation o f  the regulat ion,  and by indust ry  i n  complying w i t h  the  
regulat ion,  these are not  "costs o r  savings' w i t h i n  the meaning o f  
Government Code Sect ion 11346.5(A) (6). 

B. Emissions and A i r  Qua1 i t y  Impacts 

9. w: The Ca l i f o rn i a  Clean A i r  Act requires t h a t  consumer 
product regu la t ions must be "necessary'. We be1 ieve t h i s  requires t h a t  each 
o f  the standards proposed would r e s u l t  i n  reducing ozone formation i n  non- 
compliance areas o f  the state. (CSMA, SLG) 

&mcv R e s w :  I n  the aggregate, the proposed standards achieve 
s i g n i f i c a n t  emission reductions and are necessary t o  address Ca l i f o rn i a ' s  
a i r  qual i t y  problem (see Section I1 o f  t h i s  F ina l  Statement o f  Reasons). 
The greatest  emissions reductions w i l l  be achieved urban areas w i t h  the  
la rges t  populat ions and the most serious a i r  qual i t y  problems (See response 
t o  Comment 115). I n  enacting the Ca l i f o rn i a  Clean A i r  Act, the Leg is la ture  
could not  have intended t ha t  measurable ozone reductions must be 
demonstratable f o r  a proposed standard. Such de ta i led  analysis i s  beyond 
the capabi 1 i t y  o f  cur rent  a i r  qual i t y  model ing  analysis, and requ i r i ng  such 
















































































































































































